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o ABSTRACT 

^ This study analyzes how two bilingual classroom 
language distribut.ion approaches affect classroom language use 
patterns. The two strategies, separate instruction in the two . ^ ^ / 
languageS'V^. the new concurrent language usage approach (NCA) 
allowing use of both languages with strict guidelines for language * 
alternation, are observed on videotapes of a Title VII demonstration; 
;^ro ject in San Antbni^, Texas . The tapes were of students in primary 
grades and were made . during one school year . Analysis, of the 
''classroom talk focustis on teachers r functional language use, measured^ 
by utterances coded according to function. The results provide some 
evidence thaft majp'r concerns' about the adverse effects of concurrent ^ 
language use .in bilingual classrooms are unfounded. No distortions in 
functional distribution patterns were found iit the NCA classrooms, 
and the distributions of functional language were very similar for 
the two approaches.. ' Fears of excessive switching and encouragement of 
' intrasentential code-switching were not substantiated. NCA teachers 
did tend to favor English,' but the overall ratio of Spanish to 
English use was, not excessively unbalanced. Evidence was found that 
the fundamental assumption of the NCA, that students tend to follow 
the teacher's lead in language choice, is borne out. (MSE) ' ; \:v 

■• ■ • ■ ■ ■'. ■•' ■ ' ■ . . ■ . ■ ■ ■ ' ■ . 
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' . The phi lt)Sophica1 rationale underlying bilingual exiucation in the United 
States has remdined strong and appeal ing to those most directly affected by 
the movement^ despitd'the emergence -6 f adverse political 'trends. F^ecent 
opinion .suryeys conducted at national and regional^ 1 evels aemonstrate favor- 

• able community attitudes towards bil.inguaTyeducation. rayiging from 70%'|amona. 
Hisi^tcs in a nation-wide sample. (NCBE, 1983) to 93% among Mexican .Americans 

\i.ri San Antonio (BrischettO', 1983) . This per^.istence of support, is remarkable 

in Ifght o^ the sefisational i-z.ed and politically mcltivated attacks that have 

appeared periodically in the'^medi a. 

A contributing factor in heliDfng counteract adverse politicaV treni 
• ■ . ■ ' . ' • ■ . ■ • ■\ ' ■ Xu 

has been important ""advances made 'over the past decade in th^riesearch and 

knowledge base suppbVting bilingual ediucat^pn. These a^dve^nces have been \ 
made along several fronts, and include a deepening u/iderstandirtg of funda- . 
mental t^iedret i cal pri nci pi es , aa, wel+ as a' more coherent f orm^al i zation of ^ 
public policy through increasingly refinWd policy analysis »^ Complementing 
these advances : in theory and publ i c pol icy have been continuing investiga- 
tions into what one writer'Tabels the "technol-ogy" of bilingual education- 
(Padilla^ 1.983)-'- i ^e. , those aspects rel ated tp implementation tihat jtetp^^ 
translate theory into practi ce. Parti cul arVy no'^eworthy . here have been"; 
Studies examining the significant features of effective bilingual "education 
(Tikunoff , 1982) . Despite substantival, research advices , however .t'Rere 
remain, critical aspects of bilingual rhethodoloW dealing with'^core cl asgroom- 
level issues that .seem to have been l argely by-WssecT by empirical investiga- 
tions up to this point. One such cor^- issue retWes-tp the: desir'abil ity of . 
separating languages during content instruction in bilingual class»;'Ooms. . 




Separatlon'«of -LangWges in Biiingu^^^^ Classrooms ' ..^ , ; 
lional wisdom with,in the discipl ines of foreign language and sepond , < 
:a1|ion in the United. States has dictated that languages should be 
maintatne|f^'riptly separate. According .to one of earl iest proponents of . 
bil ingtiaj^feducation in its modern-day vers ion^fef^his. is. particularly .crirctal 
•in j3^1|^Li^l . (dUal^^ if thi^jecti've is ta maintain -both 

languag^^ath^ri than simply to transfer -fhe child atiay from its mother t.ongue 
to another language" '(Gaardejr:, i^78, p. 58). The , unequivocal manner in which 
this .conv/icti^n has been manifeis^ed in b6th of these fields attests to the 
extent that it has been accepted "a priori " as a guiding principle, everf in ■ 
the absence of empirical resear^ch invest-fS^ting the question. 

The issue itsel f , nevertheless , is of critical' importatt«ir:to the class- 
^roorn teacher, for no decision 'demands more immediate and cohtinuing attention 
to the duaT-medium, teacher than When , where , and how often; to use, each of the 
two languages of tFie cliassroom during the school day. Indeed, it might be 

reasonably argued thcit ho other question related to bilingual methodology is 

■* ' ' . ' ' . ' ' ' , . ' ' ^ , • ' " ' . _ 

of more central importance than that of strategies for langjuage distribution . 

9 ■ - ■ * -, , ■ ; ,■' • .. '•; 

during content area instruction. • From a theoretical standpoint, thre'fe logipal 

alternatives exist: • ■ - 

1. maintain a strict -separation of the two languages . - 

: , 2. allow for bo^:h languages to be. used during any given content area 

lesson, but with strict guidelines for language alternation 

. 3. unrest^ricted/use of the. two languages during content area instruc 

' review of the liter^'ture reveals that only the first two of the above. 

alternatives have proponents among those who have given serious consideration 

to issues pf language distribution in bil inqu.al classrooms. The third alter- - 

native, which would allow within it the possibility of continual translation v 



' 'as weyl as: constant unr^ forth between the two 

langwgesiv finds no supporters ih the researth 1 iterature (al though tfanslati on 
has beWused in some area^^ labelVof ConcOrrertt ^ 

Translation Approach 0^ ' ^ -i . ' . - . - 

V*^ Particularly noxious tq advocates af the first two alternatives 
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offered above (andaVinterestihg point of convergence for what , in most 
^pther respects, are^wo radically different '^oin^^^ is the^phenom- 

enpn of widespread '^ttahsl atndfn"- (or "interpreting") thatf 

may commonly take p\ace;under an unrestricted dual language instructional 
approach^ The consmisus hBre seems ''to.be; based on* a belief that "when thp^^^^^^ 
.teacher al te^^;^atk§^ cohstantl y , sentence by sentence betwefen the two jl anguages , 
expressing ^ch thoughts, first in the one then ia the other-,<the child has no 
compel 1 ing reason^^to acqui re" ^he new tongue. He can wait at most a few 
seconds and CQmpreherid' in his-'bWn first tongue" (Gaarider,'1978, p. 60) . 

At^'thi^ poijfit,-however, the consensus ends be-b^ieen those advocating 
-instructional approjich for content development that emphasizes strict 
separation of lWgua§es, and thos6 that would allow f6r substantial language . 
alternation; altfe^ within strict giiideTTne^ 

Swain (1983,^ 41-43) presents an extremely, lucid case in support of the '/^ 

-separation approach, based on fo"ur fijindamental arguments : 

. 1^ Children "learn to ignore the language they do not understand," 

because si npe the message is- given in both languages, "then there 
is no motivation to try ^a'figure .out v{hat is'being said-in 
• English." ' ' . 

2. With the language separation approach (LSA) there will be greater ' 
contextual+zation of the ; kind that enhances 1 anguage 1 earning 
■ Since "students are trying to make sense of vjhat the teacher's • 
message is; and teachers are trying to present a message that 
makes sense." 



3. "Simultaneous interpretation,^ which the task of a teacher 
using a concurrent approach to bilingual teaching can be likened'* 
ois a difficult task and mak^^^^ on 'the/ teacher., / 

4. The separation approachV'counteracts the njatural ' 'pull ' exerted • 
by the dominant position* of the majority language. It h.elps to - 

^ . ;. overcome the natural, tendency' of minority language speaker^ t^^ 
- ' V shift to the-majority language." 

In examining ^Swain'^ four 'argu^ 

, *^ • ' ■ ■ * ■ ' Jf. ' ' ■ 

are aimed explicitly at a rejection .of. transl ation as a vi,able strategy 

«. ■ . * ■ • ■ *' .' ■ ' 

. for dual languafle instruct i9n. The fiif^st argument speaks ,to the^ , common 
observation In bilingual, proar^ams (Coballes-Vega and Walters, ia79; Dulay 
and Burt, 1978) that when i s widely employed dur*11ig.tonten 

area ins'feructioTi,.. children Will wait for the rendering in their primary 
language and "tune out" when the weaker language js being used. The third 
.argument makes the valid point that cognitive demands made dufirtgextehsi ye 
use of- trans'latioji are excessive and unreasonable for an already over- 
burdened bil ingual teacher. The second argument is an extremely' critical 
gn'e for those who see bilingual. cl assrooms'jas potentially rich environ- 
ments for second language acquisition^ It tooi^ however, seems, ,t6 be 
'di recte'd at a rejection, of transl ation— * with a transl ait ipn ap}3roach , 
• tk^ teacher is essentially ciirectina herself (albe'it unconsciously) at 
•two* separate groups of Children (i.e. .'^those who understand more En^^lsh ' - 
at one p^int and those'who understand -mdre^ 
/ hence, tl/ likely to be' prxiyiding i^^^ given moment, that is ^ V 

appropriaW for'^.one group yet inappropriate for the' other gn^up^ Using . ^ 
Krasher/s teniis 0982) , the teacher is nbt li-kelj: . to provide "comprehensible 
input"' for stiidents who are acqui ring English as thei r second ;1 ang'uage when 

. ■ ■■ ■ . , ■ ■ ■ " I* ■ 

addressing Students whose primary language is English. Likewise, when 
addressing those children whose" primary 1 anguage is Spanish , she will not 
l i~^kely be adjusting her speech Sind fram'irig her message in a manner that - ^ 
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favors Spanish* language acqaisitton by students,? for wl^nTthat il their 
- . weaker language. This. seems like a reasonable argument ,^^1^V/*^ 

we are talking about a^ /ranslation strategy. If, however, we 'were to ; 

• Qonceptualize a Strategy for jlual language use within<pntent area 
lessons wherein both languages were ii§ed in* alternating" fashion to 

, «. ■ ■ , . »' • . ^ • : ■ 

• develop Step l?y step, the essential points of the lesson, without^ * 

' ' ■ ' - V ■ ^ - ■ * ' 

e to translatjon, then tfiis argUmefht will not'r 



recourse to translatjon, then this argUmefht will not "rtecessarily hold. 
Under such a non»-trans^ation dual language strategy, an important element 
w9uld;1nvol ve the addressing i)f all members of/tHe group (including all 
ranges of relative language pjn&ficjency.) throughout all points of the 



, lesson. Since the point 'being developed at any given moment is an/ 
■ / ^ impprtant one fof^e ongoillg develop^^ * - 

point will not be repeated in the other language, both teacher and students 
will be working hacd together to ensure that the message ^is properly con- 
textual iz€d and^ thus, made fully comprehensible. Ui\der these •circumstances 
; it seems reasonable ^to expect that meai^gfu'f second languag for 
both groups 'of children Is likely to take place. This, however, is ultimately 
an empi rical -question ^ and one* that i§ certainly worthy of f urther ifiVestlga- 
■■r'- tion.'^.^-^'-v- : ' ^ / ' ' . • ; ^ 

. ■ In sum, the"^^^ presented by Swain in isupport of the 

language sepc(^at7j0^^^^ valid in t'enris of theiYi logic and, 

to some extent ^in^^^t^ support , provided th.^t we assume 

. the alternative strategy involves translation, ^None of the three points 
would necessariJ^ serve as a basis for^^ rejecting a dual 1 anguage. strategy. . 
that involved concuiijrent'^use of the two languages without translation. The 
fourth point presented by Swain, however, is relevant as a potential argument 

■ - ■ a ■. ■ ^ . • / .• :,: ■ ■ ' ■ • ■ ' . ' 
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against any concurrent approach, regardless of whether trans^lati on Is used. 
The 'ts sue of whether concurrent use of the two langujg^s^ 11 inevitably . ' 
lead to a favoring of the majority language at the expense of the minority - 
language is an important;' one, indeed." The evidence cited by Swain tlegarreta, 
1379) is somewhat weak due to the limited number of classrooms involved, tut 
there: are/additipnal studies that confirm.- the tendency of majority- languages 
to be favored when used concurrently with minority language (Milky 1981 ; 
Shultz, -1975; Ramirez, 1980). Whether or not this imbalance is likely tO(^ ; 
occilr when translation i§ forbidden and when accompanied by training to 

counteract. this tendency is a question that will be examined in greater depth 

; ■. , , ■ ;;. ■ , , V, ■ ■„ , ■ k _ -.. \ . . ■ ■ : 

by some of the data presented in this study. ■ 

• r • ■ • ■ ■ , : ." • . ■ •■ ■ ^\ ^ ■ 

\ A Non-Translation Ap|5roach to Concurrent Instruction^ • : 

^s stated earlier, the overwhelming thrust of commentary made regarding 

'bilingual methodology^ favored the separation of language during -content 
area instruction, although in practice various modes of concurrent use withih:;- 
a given lesson have been widely implemented. In iny' search of the literature 
on bilingual nfethodo logy, however, I haVe found only 'one iristance of a con- 
current approach that has attempted to provi de empi ri caT . validation of its 
yiabili ty. The approach, 1 abel Ted New Concurrent Approach , has been irilple- J 

'♦(tfented ^on a smal 1 seal e as a Ti tl e 'VI I Demonstrati on -Project , and -has provi ded 
staff training in the method, followed by data collection and Idngitudinal 
comparison of results obtained" over a three-year period (Jacobson 1982a, 1982b, 
1983) . The rat ional e constructed by Jacobson for impl ementation of non- 
translation cpficurrent approach is based on a series-of principles Which 
suggest potential counter-arguments to the points raised by Swatn and otKers. : 
in advocating strict separation of language during bilingual content area 
instruction.- %. ^ 



A summary of the most salient argumeivts on behalf of a non-translation 
concurrent approach to bilingual instructTo^ might include the following. , 
points': ' ' .\ . , ^ 

1 . - The fundamental pedagogical justification 1 i.es on the five ways 
in which this approach can increase "time oil task" and thus^ 
maximize "academic learning time" in a bilingual classroom: . 

a. A faster response is obtained during content instruction, 
enabling. the lesson to -fiow more smoothly. 

b. There is no need to duplicate the teaching of "curricular 
content (as is always the case with a translation approach, 

; and sometimes the case with LSA).* , \^ • ' ' 

/ c. Classroom management problems are lessened (and less time , 
, ' lost) as the need for team-teaching or for grouping by 
,^ • language |3refer.ence. is .elimincited." 

•\. 

d. \ Since the instriictor is directing the lesson to the" entire 

\group of students (and not flip-flopping. back and fOHf^), 
a;il students are maximally involved in the lesson at all 

times. 

. . . , \ ■ • v.: ^ ■• ■ • • - , . ■ ^ ... 

e. All studentshave equal access to the teacher. With some , 
"teacher/aide" instructional models 'using a separation 

1 approach, bilingual students tend to wprk more frequently 

with the aides, and engage in less teacher-initiated inter- 
action, this, in turn, diminishes the ainount of "academic 
learning time" for bilingual students (Oftiz, 1980, p. 15) . 

"2. Allowing bilingual children to draw- on ^the f ul 1 rahge of thei r 
• linguistic resources, which includes elements ff-om both languages , 
■ combined with a use of communiciation strategies that are familiar 
. to- the children, enables them to focus on learning the concepts 
being presented during corttent area instruction without the issue . 
of language choice artificially imposing a distraction from this 
process. — / 

* 3. Using both language^ during alT content instruciibn promotes the 
. ° equal status of each of the two langauges and, thus, i's more likely 



. / r^-'to encourage a balanced distribution of the ^wo languages ('Jacobson, 
*1983, P- 146). (With LS A, the home language is often relegated to 
^ • "less academic" subjects and is not used for the more "technical", 
subject areas such ^s math and science). 

^ 4. Both languages developed concurrently, since relevant vocabulary 
and concepts will appear over the course of any given lesspn in each 
of the two languages . Moreover, be\:ause the teacher is addressing 
a heterogeneous group with differing rel at i ye language proficiencies, 

•/ both input and interaction strategies ar^ modified to accommodate 
those who are less than fully proficient in the language being 

. " used at any given moment. These modifications enhancjs second 
language acquisition for thoSe students who are relatively less 
proficient in one of their two languages: 
5. Language alternation strategies are commonly used in bilingual 

communities. Incorporating those aspects of. language alternation v 
that are pfdegpgically justifiable^ methodology' 
"coilld accomplish one of the most cherished but also least ; 

■ - attained. goals, no^only in 1)ilinguaT education, biit in all.^.^ ; 
.education settings: that of bringing closer together the school 
- and the community": (^^^^ p. 148). 

the rationale for a New Concurrent Approach, therefore, in summary form, 
is based on the; foil owing five arguments: ^1) it increases the amount of 
academic learning time (ALT), which in turn leads >to greater achievement;. 
(2) the focus during subject area instruction becomes (for students^ the 
content and the development of concepts, not language; (3) by providing 
e'qual status for the two languages, the approach prpmotes "a psychological 
climate conducive to the use of the hpmfe language in spite of external .. 



pressures" (Jacobson, 1983, p. 8); (4) it encourages second language acqui- : 
. sitionT and (5) because it draws on langu^ige behavior .patterns present In 
the community, it promotes a closer relationship between schoql and , i ; \ 
community. • : .. . . 

^ Ultimately, the val idity of these fiyev,arguments. tan o^^ 
through empirical means. There is some evidence to suggest that. the fi;^ 

argument is at ' least based ciji correct, assumptions about. .the socio! inguis- 
• ' • • ' •* . • ■ ^ . . r. 

tic context in which many Spani'sh-English programs function (Hernandez-Chavez, 
: - " ' ■> , ■ / ' ' V ■/ ^ ^ ' 

1978; Aguirre, 1980; Aguirre and Bixler-Marques, 1980). The first argument, 

related'to acht^ement, will be addressed by evaluation reports soon to be' 
completed by a deifionstratl^n project impT^^ Cdncurlrfent Approach . 

in San Antonio. The fourth argument, reUted to second language acquisition 
in NCA classrooms, will, be the subject of a futui^e study examining, student-^; : 
teachier interaction jn these classi'Qoras. the second jargument> rej^ted 
to the nature of learMng in biliffgual cTSI^ooms, may become' subject , > 



to some degree of verification or rejection based on ongoing .research^ on : 
• ■ •■• . - ■ ■ ' ■ ^ • ■ . ■ . ■ 

bilingual instruction (e.g. , Tikunoff, T982).. ^^he third argumentv Whidh :, , 

deals with language distribut^brf patterns; is examined in thTs^ s ; ' ^ 

via an ^analysis of . videiotape samples obtained, from a 1981. -84 Oemonstratipn^ '^^^^^^ 

Project implementing ISA and NCA instructional models' 1^ 

classrooms. ■■ ' , ■- V-'V\v V.; 
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. ■ • Research Questions . ' f 

-. - ■ ■ V • •■ • . ..... ^ : './.-. • ,. -V ' 

It isvinteresting to notfe that both Swain and Jacobson, irjijarguing X 
for contrasting language distribution strategies, base their arguniertts on 
a similar assupiption that development of the native language ' is a i1ece$sary • 
prerequisite for successful outcomes in bilingual edupation.. Hence, jt'ls^^^^ *v 
not surprising that each of, them* whjjle arguing for quite different instruc- 
l^ipnal istrategies, should include as a key element in their .posttip,n. a^con- - 
cern that a fairly balanced distribution bf the two languages be preserved * \. 
in 'the classroom as. a means jol.fQSter,ijrig g^^owth in both of the languages V ^ 
of instruction. v ' • ' '.t-^ . 

The research questions examined in this study focus on varibus facets 
of the language distribution patterns for Spanish and English , during co'ntent' 
ar^ea instruction, in four classrooms implementing contrasting appm^ches to;^ ^ 
bil ingual- methodology: the Language Separation Approach (ISA) and the New • 
Concurrent Approach (NCA). Two sets of questions arek investigated, the 

' ■ ■ ■ ■ . ■ ■ • ■ ■ ■ ■ ; ■ • ■ ■ ■ ■ . . ■■ ■ ■■ , . . • ■ . 

\ ' ■■■ ^ ... • . ' . . ' 

^first set involving a contrast between :the two approaches, and the second • 

set examining specific areas of concern within the more controversial and ^ 

less widely applied of jthe two approaches —i.eV, the New Concurrent Approach: 

A; Language Distributipn Pa^rns f or LSA vs. NCA. • - - 

V ^ 1. To what extent are the functional d 

the two 'languages (Spanish and Engl is^^^^^^ classrooms / . 



impl ementing these two altef^nate approaches? 



; 2. Uvthih each approach, ^re there differences .beitwe^^ individual 
trachers in their language distribution patterns? ^^^^^ ^ \ \', ' 

"B. Distributional patterns of Spanish and English within thd NCA. . 

3. Are teachers implenienting the NCA able to maintayl fairjiy 
• . Jaalanced use of the two languages of instruction? ' f 

^'Is there a tendency to encourage intrasentential code-switching 
when languages are not strictly separated during instruction? / 



• 5. Do students learn to follow the lead of the teacher in using 
; the two languages of the classroom? 

6. When languages are used concurrently during instruction, is 
there a tendency for participants to switch back and forth 
^ between the two languages over relatively short stretches of 
discourse? « ^ : * 

Method V 

Data Source . During 1981 - 84, a Title VII Demonstration Project directed 
-by Jacobson (1982) from the Division of Bicultural -Bilingual Studies at The 
University of Texas at San Antonio was implemented in collaboration with the 
Southwest Independent School District in* San Antonio. The project, involving 
four teachers in two ^scjjiooTs , f^Dllowed the academic achievement 'i)f partici- 
pating students as they progressed either from K-2 (2 classropms) or from 
grades 1-3. In one school, the LSA was implemented in two classrooms, 
whereas in the other school, NCA was implemented. Each of the four partici- ; 
pating teachers was videotaped every two weeks while conducting a lesson 

6 

to Students. 

The- data source for this research study consists of the videotape samples 
obtained during content area instructipn ovisr the course of one year (1982-83) 
of the project.'^ There are a' total of 33 lessons represented in this 
sample (see Table 1), with each lesson running typically between 20-25 
minutes. 

(Insert Table 1) / 
Subjects . All four teachers are Mexican American and are proficient ^1^ 
Spanish and English. Teachers C and" D (NCA) are female and In their late 
( 20's, with 4 and 6 years of teaching experience, >es 

(female) and B (male) are in their early 30\s, and possess 8 years of 
teaching experience. , > 

The di s,tri ct i n (fhi ch the school s are 1 ocated i s i n a semi -rural area 



in the southwestern outskirts of San Anto'nio. In tlie two schools in which 
the Demonstration Project is .located, Mexican American students form ap- 

" ■ . ■ . ■ 1 . ■ ■ ■ . ; ■. ■ ■ . \ / ■ 

proximately 66% of the total school papulation. The majority of these students 

are from Tower to lower-middle SES, and a majority of them arrive at school 

having had either primary exposure to Spanish or else extensive exposure 

to botfrillR^Ha^lg^,^ the home. . . 

Procedure ,. The 33 videotaped lessons included in the sample were Viewed . 

by the •investigator, and extensive- notes obtained in order to provide con- 

• ■ ■ . , ■ 

textual izati on information for the subsequent analysis. The lessons were 

8 ' 

transcribed, then subjected to various analyses in order to address the 
six research questions.. 

Data ^ Analysis . ^ The unit of measurement for functional analysis of the teachers 
language distribution patterns is the utterance. "Utterance" is here defined, 
followin^Cherry (1978), as "a meaningul unit of speech, usually bounded by 
a pause of one second or more." Teacher utterances were coded by function, 
using a category system adapted from Wood (1978), and previously used by 

Milk (1980). ^ 

■■ • . ■ ' . ' • .■ ■ ■ -J- ■• 

• (Insert Table 2) , 

• Table 2 describes and provides examples of the functions included in 
the category system. A reliability study examining criterion -related coder _ 

■ . ■ . . ■ ' ■ ■ ■ ■•• . - ' -» . 

agreement with this system was carried out in connection with a previous 
study (Milk, 1980, p. 142) and the following Kappa coefficients obtained: 
Inform, K = .81; Control , K = .94; Feeling, K = .90;^Ritual^;r= 1 .00; 
Imagine, K = 1 .00. The overall Kappa coefficient obtained for all coded 
categories was K = .90. No further, rej iability studies have been conducted 



in conjunction with the study reported fiere; however, because the nature " 
Of the data is quite similar (i.e., /irst/second grade bilingual classroom 
-data), there is little reason to teli eve that reliability of the codings 
should be significantly different from what was previously established. 
In order to minimize potential error introduced in the coding process, all 
coding of functions in this study was performed solely by the investigator. 

_ \ ' - Results - ■ 

Research Question £1. To what- extent are the functional distribution patterns 
for the two languages (Spanish and Engliisfi) simi lar in classrooms imple- 
menting these two alternate aopfoaches? 

This question aggregates the data for the two teachers fol-J^png each 
approach (Table 3) , al lowing/a global comparison of the fiinctional distrf- 
bution for the two languages across the two approaches. Within the ISA, 

(Insert Table 3) : 

the most salient differences in the distribution patterns for Spanish and 
English are for Control , where English is used more than tvf ice as frequently, 
relatively speaking (22.5% vs. 10.9%), and for iJform, where Spanish is used 
relatively more often (43.2% vs. 33.1%) For the other functions, the dis- 
tribution is remarkably similar for the two languages. Within the NCA, the 
distribution patterns for the two languages are similar, although there is V 
a slight tendency to use English more for Control, relatively speaking 
(17.2% vs. 13.2%). 

(Insert Figure 1) v 

.. ■ ,«■'■'■■ .• . 

The overall similarity of the patterns of language use for LSA and 
NCA can be appreciated in Figure 1, which provides a visual comparison of 
the functional distribution for the two approaches. 



Research Question #2; Within each approach, are there differences between 
individual teachers in their, language distribution patterns? 

(Insert Table 4) .* ' 

Within the LSA, both teachers used English relatively more often for 
control than Spanish, although the discrepancy is parti culary marked for ' 
Teacher B. Within the NCA a similar difference is evident for Teacher D," 
but not for C. Teacher C is unique in being the only one of the four tisachers 
with relatively greater use of Inform Statements than Questions. -(Her '• 
ratio of InformiQuestions is 1.23 for Spanish and 1 .59 for English, 

whereas" it is less than l.l) for all other teachers). This may be indicative , 
of a teaching style that is more lecture-oriented than tnquiry-oriented. 
Beyond this, minor differences exist in some other categories, but none are 
particularly striking. . , ' 

■ . . . ■ I 

Research Question #3: Are teathers implementing the NCA able to maintain 
fairly balanced use of the two languages of instruction? 

i ' ' ■ ' ' : . ■ . . ■ '"^ ■ 

* .. . ■> . • 

, (insert Table 5) 

Calculation- of the relative use of Spanish and Ehg^ish , by the two NCA ■ 
teachers (Table 5) reveals overall greater use of English, although the com- 
posite distribution of 42.5% Spanish to 57.5% English represents fairly solid 
Spanish use given the heavily English-oriented goals of the district's tran- 
sitional bilingual education program. It is not possible to make a direct 
comparison on this question with the two LSA' classrooms, since the videotape 
samples obtained there involve either all-Ehglisti or all -Spanish lessons. 
Nevertheless, since under the LSA the allocation of languages to specific 
content areas (English for Math, Science, Health and P.E. i and Spanish for 



Social Studies, Art and^MusicJ results in an approximately 1/3 Spanish 
to 2/3 English distributibn' by the end of second grade, it -is quite 
possible that the NCA,* with a 42:58 Spanish/English ratio^ may actually 
yield greater Spanish use in the classroom than what is obtained by a 
separation approach as: typically implemented under current practices. 

. . • •• ■ <^ : 

It is worth noting that the two NCA teachers varied substantival ly 

from each otfier in their overall Spanish/Engl ish distribution pattern 

(39:61>) vs. 44:56).. This is not surprising, ^since individual differences 

with respect to relative language. proficiency, language attitudes, arid 

cTassroorti context would appear likely, to influence heavily the overall 

distribution pattern for the two languages; > • 

Research Question #4 : Is there a tendency to encourage intrasentential 
code-switching when 'languages are not strictly separated during iri- 
struction? ^ ^ . 

■ ■. - '. .■■ - ' 

Out of" the 3460 -^teacher ^u coded in the NCA sample, only ' 

four instances of ihtrasententiaV code-switching were recorded. . * 

Research Question #5: Do students learn to follow the lead of the teacher 
in using the two languages of the classroom? . - 

A cardinal "discourse rjjTe" of an NCA classroom is that pupils must 

follow the lead of the teacher in terms of language choice i.e., they ' 

should respond in the same language that the teacher last used. Indeed, the 

whole approach is based on the assumption that this "rule" can be uncon- , , 

sciously acquired by students through indirect means, arKl"that it will be 

consistently applied once it is acquired. Table 6\compares tl^e two lessons 

(one for each teacher) trpm the earliest point in th^ school year (September), 

with the two 1 essons that were last recorded during the school year (March) 

in terms of the extent to which this discburse rule is followed by the pupils. 

(Insert Table 6) 



The results indicate that the ''langtrag^ch rule (i.e., students must 
answer or respond in the' saipe language being used by the teacher at that 

particular , moment) is* rarely* violated the rule was violated only six 

• ■■ • . ' " . * » ■ .'. ■ , p ■ ' • , * ■ ■• ' 

times iji the 554 teacher/sfudent exchanges examined.- No difference was . 
found between early^in the school year and later in the year, but the fact 
that most of the children had alrea^iy spent one year in an NCA classroom 
undoubtedly explains; the- extent to which the rule was already being followed 

early in the school year. * * V ^ 

^ . - ' " ■ • . ■ • . ' ■ ' . ' ■ ' ' ■ • ■ ■ 

Research Question #6 : When languages are used concurrently during instruc- 
y tion, is there a tendency for participants to switch back and forth 
between the two languages over relatively short stretches of discourse? 

The intent of this question is to address th'e "flip-rflop" issue— i.e. , 

the coficern that a concurrent approach encourages frequent going back and 

forth between the two languages. The question is an important one because, 

if the input provided by NCA teachers i^ to be of the kind' that would stim- 

.ulate acquisition' by those pupils for whom it i\s their weaker language (an 

issue not addressed by this study) , then it must not only ^not involve 

translation, but it must also occur in sufficient "chunks of discourse" 

for d$ complete idea or a full message to be completed. The difficulty 

in addressing the question, however, is that there is no empirical nor 

theoretical basis on whiGH*^:to establish what a reasonable ^'chunk of discourse 

that would accomplish this' g6al;vm Ultimately, without further re- ' 

search into this issue, the, dectisidn of what the ideal limits for "number ' 

of utterances between ^witches" should; is an arbitrary one, but.it seems 

reasonable to at least assume that either "chunks" (e.g., 

3 - 4 utterances) or extremely long stretches (e.g., 50 teacher utterances, 

which would typically involve 8 - 10 minuteiS;of class interaction iftiithout a 



switch). would violate the fundamental rationale for NCA. The intent of this 
■question, therefore, is strictly descriptive viz. j do the teachers manifest 
more or less moderate switching behavior when imp Vemertting the NCA- in a 
real classroom context? ' - 

(Insert Table 7) 
Table 7 reveals a high (Jegre^of variability i 
for the two teachers.' The i range for "mean number of utterances per dis- 
course unit" for each teacher is broad (ranging from 7.2 to ^31. 3 for A 

■• ., . ■ . ■ ■ « '. ■ ■ . ■ . 

and from 12.9 to'63.8 for B), and in each case the pooled standard devia- 
■ ■ ■ v_ ■ . ; ' V • ■ . - * '■ 

tion for all the lessons was very cldse to the overall mearf:. This variability 

IS not particularly surprising, given the wide variation in the natdref and • 
content of the lessons included in the sample (e.g/f social studies jressons 
focusing on history vs. math lessons involving work with manipulatives). 
Despite the overall variability, however, there is some clustering in the 
middle around the mean: for Teacher A, five out of the eight lessons were 
+ 6 from" the m^^ out of ten lessons were + 5 for the 

mean. From this we can get a sense of- a "typical " lesson for Teacher A in- ^ 
volving from 7 - 15 utterances in each language before switching, and for 
Teacher B from 16 - 25 utternaces. . 

As we observed in Question #3, the differences between the t:wo teachers 
are striking, with the central ("typical") range not even overlapping. It 
is interesting to note that tlje teacher who switched more^frequently. (A) is 

■ also the teacher who ended up attaining the least balanced distribution 
■pattern (39% Spanish to 61% English). Whether or not this relationship is 
a meaningful, one cannot, obviously, be determined, but this observation does 

. raise an important' question for NCA implementation — 'viz. , whether, in order 
to obtain- greater balance in the dis-fribution of Spanish and English, it 



might not be desirable to have less switching (i . e. , a great mean number of 
utterances per "discourse unit") than the 7 to 11 range manifested by Teacher 
A in four out of, eight of her. lessons. ' 

^- ■ .■ ^ ■ ■- .. .>'■■■ r. ■ . \ 

. " Discussion ; ^ n/ 

The data presented here, alt^^^ not addressing the critical issues ©f 
achievenient oytcomes nor oti^econd language acquisition, do provide some, 
basis for arguing that majbr^concernsreTated/to potential adverse effects oh 
language use sometimes associated with implementation of a concurrent 
approach may be Unfounded. No distortions in terms of functional dis- ^ * 
tribution patterns were observed in t^^ NCA classrooms, and the;,distributioD 
pf language functions obtained in classrooms, using a separation approach and 
those using a cbncurrpiht approach wei::^ remarkably similar. Other fears 
associated with concurrent use of the tysfo languages ^- e.g. , execessive 
switching and the encouragement of intrasentential code-switching were 
riot substantiated by the data. Although, the NCA teachers 'did manifest some 
tendency to favor English, the overall ratio of Spanish to English use \. 
(42:58) was not excessively unbalanced. Finally, convincing evidence «is 
presented that a fundamental assumption under which the New Concurrent^. 
Approach is based --^viz. , that students learn to, "follow the lead" of th^ 
teacher in terms of languaige choice -- is in fact being met in these class- 
rooms. This is an important finding,. because the potential effectiveness of 
NCA is based on the notion that teachers can be trained to make^ deliberate 
decisions' regarding language choice (thus avoiding random switches) and that 
students can readily acquire a Ijfllsroom discourse rule that unconsciously 
directs them to "follow the/lead" of the teacher in terms of language. choice. 

There are important limitations in this study, the most salient of which 
is the small number of teachers involved in the sample. The system used to. 
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^ code 1 language functions (Questions 1 and -2) suffers from the same deficiencies 
as all such systems viz v» the number of categories and the oper^ 
definition of those categories ar;te essentially arbitrary. Moreover, because 
of the mill tifunctional nature of many utterances, the coding of teacher • 
utterances into single, discrete categories inevitably raises some difficulties 
in the coding process. Finally, because the analysis is based on videotaped 
samples, there is always the possibility that the. language behavior obtained 
on these recordings is not fully representative of the classroom language 
behavior of the teachers in the absence of the video recorder.^ The fact 
that both teachers and students had been subjected to biweekly videorecording 
sessions for a full year prior to the point where the corpus is ^nitiated,- 
however, provides some protecti on against this potential distortion. 

Several ^'important questions for further research are raised by this study. 
First, it would be interesting* to learn if the functional range for 
functions (for example, for control or for feeling) is more extensive for 
the teachers in one language than for the other. If so,- a possible focus 
for in-service trailing might involve the further deveiopmeht of teachers' 
functional range in their more restricted language. A second area for further 
study might •involve a content analysis of the NdA transcripts to determine 
the extent to which there is overlap in conceptual ^ntent when languages are 
switched. This information would help address the cbnce'rn that a concurrent 
approach inevitably leads to a certain, amount of translation. Thirdly , it 
would be interesting to learn if Cult^jraT content tends to be carried more 
'in one language than the-other, or if there is a connection between each lan- 
guage and the kind of cultural content associated with it. Finally,., the most 
critical question oi^ all is related to the possibilities for second language 
acqui sition when a concurrent approach is fol 1 owed: Is there evidence within 
NCA discourse patterns that students are exposed to the kindis of modified 




interaction ancl input thatifcht srtim^ acquisition inSheir weaker language? 



.'./.■Summary'.'. '^■/'■■^ 
, A major unresolved issue in bilingual methodology revolves around the 
desirability of maintaining a strict separation of languages during content area . 
instruction,^ This study identifies numerous areSs . of concern that have been 
raised in the ^literature regarding a ^concurrent approach to content area instruc- 
tion, then examines, data from a demonstration project that has implemented this 
approach underdose supervision and on-going ^n-service training. The results 
provide evidence that a non-translation concurrent approach i*|ien properly 
implemented and carefully monitored, yields functional distribution pattern 
that are similar to thos? yielded by a separation approach. Moreover, the con- 
current approach does not lead to undesired classroom language behavior, such as 
excessive switching or^ntrasententia^l code-switching. The language distribution 
^pattern obtained (42.5% Spanish use to 57.5% English use), although favoring 
English, is not excessively unbalanced. Finally, in the; ?amp^ of teacher/studiBnt 
exchanges that was examined, students correctly applied tJriS^NCA "language choice 
rule" 98% of the time, providirtgVconvincijig evidence that'stiiderits do in fact 
readily learn to follow the teacher's lead 4n switching yfrom one language to the 
other — a core assumption behind the effective implementation of a concurrent | 
approach to bilingual instruction. * ^ ■ ''. 



^ This article is based on a papeMpresented at American Educational 

Research Association, Afciew Orleans, April 26, 1984. ' 

■ ■ •- • ■ ■. ■ ■ ■ ^ ■ ! .. * ■ ■ • 

2 There appears to be no disagreement wit^^ the desi inability 

9f maintaining strict separation of languages during language arts and reading, 

anid*^^^^ language instruction. For this reason, the 

discussion here is confined to tbe issue of language separation during content . 

area instruction, ■ ; 

; 3 A^nong the instructional models described in a monograph developed at the 
BABEL Resource Center (cf. Gonzalez, 1976) is the "concurrent model" in which . 
"automatic (alternate) translation takes place" (p. 7). The author, however, is 
merely descirlbing altern^^^ instructional models, aqd not advocating the use 
of this partiGulair model. Indeed, she points out that this model might be 
"confusing tp the child" and 5hould not be widely applied. i 

^ "Academic learning time" (ALT) appears to be coirrelated with s^^^ 
achievement, (cf. Denham and Lieberman, 1980). 

' ^ Jacobson notes that while 'both intersentential and intrasentential Ian- 
guage alternation strategies are present in the community, only the former is 
acceptable in school settings on educational grounds. . 

6 The language distribution strategies for the project were as follows: (a) 
the LSA aimed for 90% Spanish (S) - 10% Eriglish (E) at the beginhing of Kinderga.pter 
75% S - 25% E by end of Kindergarten, 50% S - 50% E in the first grade, 25% SC 



75% E in the second gt'ade, with 100%* English projected by the* end* of third grade, 

• ,\ ' . ■ : ■ - • ; : , , ■ ■ . , ■ 

(b) The NCA .strbyq for 90% S - 10% E throughout kindergarten i and 50% S - 50% E 
during grades* 1^^ 3. ' / ^ \- ' - ; 

> ' I am grateful to Dr. Rodolfo.Jaoobson,- Project Director, for providing 
access to this extremely rich database. I would also like to thank Ms. Paula 
Parks, Project Coordinator, for providing information and for assisting me in 
various phases of the study. v. - ' ^ ' 



. . • ■ ■• r 



;^ I ^uld like to acknowledge financial support from the Dgan's Research • 
Fund, College of Social and Behavioral Sciences, UTSA, in completing^these 

transcriptions. I am also' greatly indebted to Ms. Noemi Trejo for assisting me 

■ .- . . ■ , ■ ^ ■ ■ . ■■ ■ ■ ■ ■■ . .. ■ ■ • 

in the transcription phase of this research study. . / 

■ " ■ ' . ■ ■ ■ ■ ' ■ ■ ^■ ' ■ ". ■ ■* • ■ ■ ' ' ' 

' ^ These figures refer to relative frequencies only. The comparisons refer 
only to the relative distribution of functions within the lessons taught in 
English and within the 1 essons taught i n Spanish. Comparisons should not be 
made across ianguages when examining the LSA data, since lessons included in^ the 
sample are of varying lengths. 

^ r::^.; ■■■^ .: 

10 Pupil utterances werd not examined since that is beyond the scope of / 
this study. Impressions based oh viewing the videotapes and examination of 
the transcripts, however, are that very few instances of pupil intrasentential- 
code-switching exist in this corpus of data. 
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Table 1 



Number of Lessons in Sample 
by Teacher and by Approach 



/ Total No. of Lessons 

Approach ■ Teacher ' ♦ 1n Sample 

■ ISA/ ' ■ ^ ■■ A' .\ .. , , , ■ ■ ^ :.7 ■ 

ISA- : ^ ' ' \ ' ■/■■B.; . : V 8. ■ 

NG A ' ■ . ■ . ■ . ' ■ C'" :/ V ■ ■ : ■ ^ ' 

: NCA :> ' • D - , 10^ 
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Description of 
Classroom Language Functions 



Function 



Description 



Example 



Control 



Feeling 



Inform 



Inform - Q 
(Question) 



Ritual 



Imagine 



Elicits a nonverbal response or 
attempts to infl uence behavi dr. 
'Includes: command, request, 
suggestion, threat, prohibition, 
warning, instructions that direct 
students ' nonverbal behavior. 

Expresses an attitude or state of 
mind, related to feelings, likes/ 
dislikes, and humor. Includes: 

exclamation, congratulation', 
approval , dissipprdval , commisera- 
tion. • . , 

Provides information. 
Includes: statement of fact, 
.affirmation , narration r reporting , 
explanation. - 

Elicits a verbal response. 
Includes: questions that seek 
information or explanation 



Serves to maintain smooth inter- 
action or to manage the flow of 
discourse in the classroom. 
Includes: - greeting, call , turn- 
taking, formulaic statement. 

Al 1 udes to fantasy or non-real 
phenomena. * ' 

Includes: "pretending^, fanta-. 
sizing. 



"Stand up everybody, 
"Todos escriban su 
nombre." 



"Fanttstiel" 
"Todos dibujajjon sus 
mapas muy bien." 



"Each state has a . 

capital city." 
"Las aves viven en 

nidos." 

"What is he going to 

subtract?" 
"Y quien fue George 

Washington?" 

"And what do you think?" 
"Muchas gracias." 



"Let's pretend we're 
living on another, p.lan6t.'- 
"Ella va a ser tu 
madre ahora." 



Table 3 



Distribution Patterns for Spanish and English 
by Approach (LAS vs.^NCA) 



Language Separati on Approach 
Spanish ' English 



New Concurrent Approach 
Spanish Engl.ish 





N 


% 


N 


% 


N 


% 


N 


% 


Control 


86 




251 


22.5 


199 


13.2 


351 


17.2 


Feeling 


2 


0.3 


r 


0.6 


27 


1.8 


47 • 


. 2.3 


Inform ' 


342 


43.2 


369 


■ 33.1 


621 


41.3 


866 


42.5 


Question 


* 352 


44.5 


473 


42.5 


60b 


39.9 


737 . 


36.2 


(Inf.) 


















Imagine 


0 


0.0 


0 


' 0.0 . 


0 


"0.0 


5 


0.2* 


Ritual ^ 


9 


la 


14 


1.3 


56 


3.7 


31 


1.5 


Total 


791 


100.0 


1114 


ioo.o 


1503 


99.9 


2037 


99.9 



• Table 4 

- 

; Distribution Patterns for Spanish 
and English by Teacher 



Language Separation Approach j New Concurrent Approach 

Teacher A Teacher 8 Teacher C . - Teacher D 

Spanish English Spanish English* Spanish English Si»n1sh' English 





N 


. % 


N 


% 


N 




N 


% 


N 


% 


N 


: ■ V ■ 


N 


t 


N 




Control 


7*42 


12.7 


104 


18.0 


44 


9.5 


147 


27.4 


42 


8.9 


62 


8.3 


■157 


15.2 


289 


22.5 j 


Feeling 


2 


0.6 


1 


0.2 




0.0 


6 


1.1 


8 


1.7 


2 


0.3 


19 


H 


45 


3.5 


Inform 


137 


41.5 


190 


32.9 


205 


44.5 ^ 


179 


33.4 


226 


47.8 


413 


55,0 


395 


3iB.3 


453 


35 .2 


Question 


145 


43.9 


274 


47.4 


-207 


44 .D 


199 


37.1 


184 


38.9 


260 


34.6 


416 


40.4 


477 


W.l 


Imagine 


0 


0.0 


0 


rO.O 


0 


0.0 


0 


0.0 


0 


0.0 


4 


0.5 


0 


. 0.0 


1 


0.1 


Ritual 


4 


1.2 


9 ' 




5 


1.1 


5 


0.9 


13 


2.7 


10 


1.3 


43 


4.2 


21 


1.6 



Total V 330 99.9 578 100.1 461 100.0 536 99.9 473 100.0 751 1Q0.0:1^^^ 



Table .5 

Relative Use of Spanish and English 
/ by NCA Teachers^ , 



f 


Teacher C 


• ' ■ .. ' ' , 
... Teacher D 


r Composite 
;(C and D) 


Pereent Spanish" 
Utterances 


38.6 .V 


■ 44:.5;: ■;. 


• : • . '^42.5 , " 


Percent English 
Utterance's 


61.4 

■ i . 

■■ « ' ^ ' 


55.5 

• ■ ■■' ■ ' 


57.5 ' 



Based on total sample of 3540 utterances, 



32 



o 

ERIC 



■f, ..- . . ■ ■ 




■ Table 6 

PuDil Add! ication of J<CA / 
"language Choice" Rule 

• ■ . " ' ■'' '. ■■ ■ ^ ' ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ' '' . 






it No. of 
Teacher/student 
• Exchanges 


No. of Times 
Rule is Followed 


% Add! i cation 
of Rule 


September 


.. . ,137 


135 


9o.D 


March 


. ■ 143 


iV-. ■ 139 . 


• 97.2 * 



■ ■ , •".■■■*■' ■ ■ V .". ■ . ■ 

o 

ERIC 




. ) " Table 7 . . 

Mean No. of Utterances 
per Discourse Unit ^ 
in NCA Sample 



Lesson No . 



X 



Teacher A 
SD 



Teacher B 
SD 



1 


15.2 


•2.4 


5 


. ^ 30.0 


9.4 . 


: 4 ■• 


^ ■ ■ 


7 A 


5.1 . 


21 


22.9 


26.2 


13 ' 




25.1 


21.2 




46.2 


5.6 


5 


■ A 


ft ft 


D.t 


lO 


21 2 


19 8 


5 


■ 5.- ■ 


7.2 


3.8 


■ 22 , 


. ^. 25. 4 


8.9 


8 ; 




31.3 


20.8 




?4.0 


26.9 


10 ; . : 


7 / . 


ii.7 


3.9 


i 


-63.8 


26.8 






31.0 


20.1 


4 


14.0 


; 7.5 


. 25 ■ : 


■ t . 








22.0 


28.3 


10 _ 


10 - 

* 








12.9 


8.8 


31 


Overall ^ 
(Pooled) 


13.0 


13.3 


92 . 


20.6 


|8.5 


115 



^"Discourse Unit" is defined here by language choice. . It refers to the number of 

utterances made by the teacher 1n one language befoire switching to the other 
language. ; . 

N refers to number of discourse units in the lesson. 
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Figure 1 

Spahish/Engllsh Distribution Patterns for 
Language iSaparatlon Approach vs. New 
Concurrent Approach 




Control 



Feeling 



Inform Question II) 

Language Function 



imagine. 
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